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OPINION 899 

NEOLYCAENA De NICfiVILLE, 1890, (INSECTA, LEPIDOPTERA): 
PLACED ON THE OFFICIAL LIST OF GENERIC NAMES IN 

ZOOLOGY 

RULING. — (1) The generic name Neolycaena de Niceville, 1890 (gender: 
feminine), type-species, by original designation, Lycaena sinensis Alpheraky, 
1881, is hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology with 
the Name Number 1885; 

(2) The specific name sinensis Alpheraky, 1881, as published in the binomen 
Lycaena sinensis (type-species of Neolycaena de Niceville, 1890) is hereby placed 
on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Number 
2351. 



HISTORY OF THE CASE (Z.N.(S.) 1758) 

The present case was submitted to the office of the Commission by Lieut.- 
Col. C. F. Cowan in May 1966. The application was sent to the printer on 
13 June 1966 and was published on 16 October 1966 in Bull. zool. NoniencL 
23 : 188-189. Public notice of the possible use of the plenary powers was given 
in the same part of the Bulletin, as well as to the other prescribed serial publica- 
tions (Constitution Art. 12b; Bull. zool. Nomencl. 21 : 184). No comment 
was received. 



DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 19 August 1968 the Members of the Commission were invited to vote 
on Voting Paper (68)26 either for or against proposal A as set out in Bull. zool. 
Nomencl. 23 : 188. Commissioners were informed that if proposal A were 
rejected by a majority of the Commission, proposal B as set out in Bull. zool. 
Nomencl. 23 : 189 would be considered to be adopted. At the close of the 
prescribed voting period on 19 November 1968 the state of the voting was as 
follows: 

Affirmative votes — fourteen (14), received in the following order: China, 
Mayr, Uchida, Obruchev, Mertens, Kraus, Jaczewski, Tortonese, Bonnet, 
Sabrosky, Ride, Binder, Alvarado, Forest. 

Negative votes — ^nine (9): Simpson, Yokes, Munroe, Holthuis, Eisenmann, 
Lemche, Starobogatov, Brinck, Melville. 

On Leave of Absence — one (1): Evans. 

Commissioner do Amaral returned a late affirmative vote. The following 
comments were made by Commissioners when returning their Voting Papers: 

Dr. E. Munroe (6.ix.68): “ Other things being equal, in such cases selection 
of the nominal species cited or indicated as type-species in the original publica- 
tion causes less difficulty to subsequent bibliographers than does correction of 
the identification.” 



Bull. zool. Nomencl., Vol. 26, Parts 5/6. April 1970. 
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Mr. E. Eisenmann (20.xi.68): “ I see no good reason for not maintaining 
de Niceville’s type-species for his genus, Lycaena sinensis Alpheraky. I favour 
the second alternative.” 

Dr. C. W. Sabrosky (2.xi.68): “ I think this is clearly a case of misidentified 
type-species.” 

Prof. P. Brinck (12.xi.68): “ Since (according to the application) there are 
no complications, I see no reason to change deNiceville’s nomination of N. 
sinensis as the type-species of the genus.” 

Mr. R. V. Melville (2.ix.68): “No reason has been given why the first 
provision of Article 70 should not be applied in this case.” 

Since proposal A gained a majority vote but not the two-thirds majority 
necessary for the use of the plenary powers, on 5 February 1969 Commissioners 
were once again invited to vote on Voting Paper (69)10 on the proposals 
contained in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 23 : 188-189. This voting paper was accom- 
panied by a note to the effect that if the first proposal again did not receive a 
two-thirds majority, then the second proposal would be considered to be 
adopted. At the close of the prescribed voting period on 5 May 1969 the state 
of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative votes — fourteen (14), received in the following order: China, 
Mayr, Obruchev, Bonnet, Jaczewski, Alvarado, Starobogatov, Sabrosky, 
Uchida, Evans, do Amaral, Binder, Tortonese, Forest. 

Negative votes — eight (8): Holthuis, Eisenmann, Simpson, Yokes, Lemche, 
Melville, Mertens, Kraus. 

Voting Papers not returned — two (2): Munroe, Ride. 

Prof. Brinck returned a late affirmative vote. 

The following comments were made by Commissioners when returning 
their voting papers: 

Prof. E. Mayr (8.ii.69): “ Since the description as well as the actual specimens 
in the hands of the describer indicate that the genus was based on sinensis 
de Niceville nec AXphixdky = connae Evans. 

“ As stated in Art. 70a the plenary powers are to be applied only ‘ if 
necessary.’ Since in this case it is abundantly clear what species the author of 
Neolycaena considered as the type (i.e. connae) there seems no need for plenary 
action.” 

Mr. E. Eisenmann (1 l.ii.69): “ I see no reason to change the type-species of 
the genus, even if the specimen was misidentified.” 

Original References 

The following are the original references for the names placed on the Official 
Lists by the Ruling given in the present Opinion : 

Neolycaena de Niceville, 1890, Butterflies of India., Burmah and Ceylon 3 : 64 
sinensiSy LycaenOy Alpheraky, 1881, Hor. ent. Ross. 16 : 383, pi. 14, fig. 7. 

CERTIFICATE 

We certify that the votes cast on Voting Papers (68)26 and (69)10 were 
cast as set out above, that the proposal contained in those Voting Papers as 
the second alternative has been duly adopted, and that the decision so taken. 
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being the decision of the International Commission, is truly recorded in the 
present Opinion No. 899. 

R. V. MELVILLE W. E. CHINA 

Secretary Assistant Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
20 May 1969 
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